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Summary Report:The MR/RC Waiver Allocation Sfructure
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Section One: Purpose and History of the Allocation Siructure

A. Purpose

An alternative methodoiogy for the allocation of resources through the Title XIX Home and Community-Based Services
program for Persons with Mental Retardation or Related Conditions (MR/RC waiver) was approved by the 1995
Legislature for implementation July l, 1995. The allocation structure was developed to meet the following objectives:

. enhance access to appropriate services for etigible persons by increasing the conelation befween the needs of
persons to be served and the distribution of resources;

. continue ICF/It4R'downsizing initiatives through an ability to serve a greater percentage of recipiens with
significant needs;

. place decision making authority at the local level closest to the individual; and

. streamline administrative procedures and reduce layers of govemmental management.

Allocating resources differently is not an end in itself but an initial step of a three part process that includes technical

assistance and formative evaluation. This three part process is directed toward broader goals, specifically: the further

development of an infrastructure capable of suppo*ing innovation, efficient service delivery that is responsive to persons

in need of support, and system flexibility to self-evaluate and correct during a period of reform.

Technical assistance will:

r provide tools and ri"n"g.*.nt strategies to local agencies in the allocation and management of resources;
. promote prudent purchasing and provision of appropriate, creative and innovative services;
. offer incentives for county and collaborative county long-term planning, creative service development and

resource management; and
. establish a framework that will shape and respond to system redesign.

A formative evaluation of the structure will:

. ulnsrffer questions raised during the process of developing the structure;

. evaluate effectiveness of the allocation structure and the initial technical assistance provided;

. offer recommendations for enhancements; and,
r provide additional information on the relationship between seryice costs and assessed recipient need to assist in

system redesign efforts which increxe system efficiency and flexibiliry.

B. Overview and History of the MRIRC llome and Community-Based Services Waiver Program

Minnesota's MR/RC waivered services program began in Ji'tiy,1984.

Authority to.provide home and community-based services as an alternative to intermediate care facilities for persons with

mental retardation (lcFs/t\rlR) placement was granted to Minnesota by the federal Health Care Finance Adrninistration in

1983 in accordance with provisions in Section i 9 l5(c) of the Social Security Act. Strong public pressure prompted policy

makers to pursue cornmunity options to institutional care. During the 1970's, Minnesota experienced rapid growth in

Medicaid funding for privately operated ICFs/lvIR, in addition to publicly operated ICFiI4R units in regional treatrnent

centers. By 1982, Minnesota had the highest per capita ICF/N4R bed capacity in the nation. At this time, the cost-

appropriateness and limited flexibility of ICF/TvIR services came under scrutiny, particularly in the Welsch class action

tawsuit brought against the state regarding its regional treatment centers. Conditions in the Welsch settlement included

development of appropriate community-based services through mechanisms such as the waiver.

Submission of a waiver plan occuned after the state Legislature placed a moratorium on further development of ICF/I{R

capacity and granted authority to the state Department of Human Services to apply for home and community-based funding

as a cost-effective, appropriate service option for persons with mental retardation or related conditions.



The MR/RC waiver proSram utilizes management strategies designed to place responsibility, control andflexibility with the purchaser.

since its inception' Minnesota's MR/RC waiver program has sought management and purchasing strategies lvhich placeresponsibility and authority for cost, utilization, and quality in tie hands of the purchaser. The program is founded onprinciples which include:

"""' " '  '"""vt ttuttt utuvtoers or servlce to purchaser: Concurrent lvith init iation of the MR/RC waiver, Minnesota

::r,i:ft",':"rr",i;il;il"r:::y;:::", :3,1"::Ty:f""g " i:JnT",,:,or" u..y iin ,.ntry. Responsibirity ror theactivities of eligibility determinations, need assessmenr, seryice identification, prouid., ,"t"ii,i;,Tii,?lti::i'ilil:1:identification of service delivery outcomes, authorization and monitoring was pLea on u r*. management system, thusseparating the service provider's role from these functions.

Cost control: The total costs of providing waivered services, federal and state Medicaid dollars, as well as other statedollars' must be less than the ICF/I'IR coit would be in the absence of the waiver- The state Legislature appropriatesavailable funding within federal limits lvhich results n ilie numuer of dollars available to serve recipients requestingwaivered services' Services may not be authorized to the extent rh";-*;il;;1,;;;;e spending to exceed this limit.The abilify to provide appropriate services is strongly influenced iy incentlves to uilrJuvailable funding efficiently andcreatively' This activity is accomplished largely ttriougtr the casekanagemenr system.

control of erofih: Minnesqta's federally approved lvaiver plan for persons with mental retardation or a related conditionlimits grolvth by speciffing the numbei of new t..ipi"itt-tttuf 
"un-begin 

receivinp; lvaivered services in a year.Additionally it clarifies the total number of persons that may be served during a fiscal year.

utilization manageqtent: Providing an alray of services and living an'angements are essential factors lvhich havecontributed to the value and success of the waivef program. ir',.r" components allow the opporfunity to purchase onrythose services necessary to meet each recipient's uniquJne"ar- ihrough the waiver progmm, county agencies were alsogiven greater capacity to purchase servicls creatively and to efficiently maximize avuilibl. resources. specifically, thewaiver program enabled local purchasers to directly recruit -a 
"oit 

u.t with providers, negotiate individualized servicerates based upon the needs ofthe person(s) to be served, authorize ttre type, amount, frequency of each service, and monitorand evaluate services.

outcome Evaluation: The county as purchaser has been able to measure, monitor and appropriately respond to the quaiityand type of services provided' This is possibie both on behalf of indiviaua recipients una'o*, *," broader array of servicesprovided in the county'. Modifications to improve the quality of existing ,.*i.", and to expand the available options toeffectiveiy meet changing needs have been encouraged. 
' rvvJ qru Lu s'

The MR/RC waiver reries heaviry on ,,conversion,, 
aclivi4t farfunding.

As previously stated' the MR'/RC rvaiver was initiated as a cost effective alternative to ICF/]vIR services, including smreoperated regional treatment center ICFMR units. Much ortn" n naing for the waiver is obtained through the conversionof Medicaid firnds which have previously provided reimbursement ror tcrnr,IR services. For every person that enters theMR/RC waiver progam from an lcF/r4d an ICF/lr4R bed must u" a"".rtiR"d. The moratorium placed by the MinnesotaLegislature on ttre further development of ICF/I{R beds at the time of initial MR/RC waiver application enabled the stateto direct funding toward non-institutional altematives. 
"'^!^s^ r'svr\v wcrY€r

In addition to this conversion capacity, "diversion" capacity has been approved to provide services to persons whootherwise would be placed in an ICFilvIR. This has be_come i*p"n*t in light of the preference many consumers haveto receive home and community-based services instead or lcr/lztR services. The numler of persons lvho can be servedas "diversions" is also limited by Minnesota's fedeially 
"pp;;";;aiver 

plan and the available state funds.



MWnC costs are managed aggregately within an eslablished average spending limit.

Minnesota,s waiver plan utilizes a management option whereby cost-effectiveness is managed lvithin an ove-rali average

limit. Administratively, this is described as the "average daily reimbursement rate" or "allolvable average". This rate

results from a calculation dividing the total dollars available in a given fiscal year by the number of days eligible recipients

receive sewices. The authorization of services to individual recipients are not limited by the estabiished daily average

reimbursement rate; some recipients' seryice costs may be higher than the average while others may be lower. The waiver

allolvs flexibility in service decisions as long as the combined cost of services for all recipients does not exceed the fiscal

year parameters.

Minnesota'S county agencies administer the program and manage costs within spending limits.

Decisions regarding which persons will receive MR/RC waivered services as well as the level of services to be provided

to individual recipients are made by county agencies according to written procedures and criteria and procedures. These

allocation pro""dur", and criteria are developed locally and must reflect state pblicy goals in addition to a particular

counfy's goul, o, priorities. Counry agencies hive flexibility when authorizing funds to meet needs of individual recipients

as long 
"rln. 

Ouity average cost for sirvices are managed within the allowable daily reimbursement rate as established for

the county.

Annually, the Department grants "allocations" to county agencies to serye eligible persons who are currently in ICF/lr4R

settings ivho wisir to be "colverted" to a home and community altemative and resources to'fdivert" eligible recipients in

need if services from placement in an ICFAvIR. The total number of allocations granted to a county provides the basic

framework for determining the parameters of county waiver spending. Specific variables within the framework include

the number of recipients, the number of service days and the allowable daily averirge reimbursement rate.

Within these parameters, county agencies exercise administrative responsibilities which include the authorization of service

payments, the negotiations of reasonable rates with service provideri, and the development of provider service contracts'

ri," .ou"iy ug.nJi., further clarify provider roles and respbnsibiiities by monitoring the provision of services for which

they contract and ensuring that the services result in the intended outcomes for the recipients.

MR/RC resources have become a primary mechanism to meet rtatu policy goals'

Over the last five years, the Minnesota Legislature sought mechanisms to meet policy goals and to deal with budget issues'

The MR/RC waiver Program was often utilized. Examples included:

(1) The Enhanced Waivered Services Fund was developed to continue regional treatment center CRTC) downsizing

efforts at a time *tr.n ruly *unti**perienced difficulty managing waivered services costs of persons wi{ significant

needs leaving the RTC. This component of the I*,4R/RC waiver dedicated resources to permit funding of seryices to

persons leavlng regional treatrnent centers when county ageniies could not afford those costs within their allowable

uu.rug.. ey pooting money on a state level, sigrrificantly more persons were able to leave regional treatment centers and

receive necessary services.

(Z) The Family Chqice Option (FCO) Demonstration created a state managed component of the MR-IR-C program

targeting resources to a limited number of families at a lower allolvable average while incorporating additional flexibility

foJ*,*s. A.iiies whp were caring for a son/daughter in their own home. This initiative was developed in resPonse to state

budget issues and as an altemaiive to reducing the number of available "diversion" allocations' The lolver average

maintained at a state level was based on the actual average cost of services for recipients living at home with their parents'

(3) Enriched funding lvas approve d in l99z as a component of the MR/RC waiver to facilitate requested ICFA4R

"torur"r. 
lt provided furr-ing n""Ga to serve persons wittr iignificant needs when the county rvas unable to manage the

costs of serving these recipients within their allowable average'



(4) SLLvr allocations were created following 1993 legislation which approved the transfer of funds from SILS
accounts to provide the state share of waivered services. A number of personi ieceiving state funded Semi-Independent
Living Services (SILS) appeared to be eligible for waivered serviceJ through the scr-eening Flrocess. They had been
identified by local agencies as being at risk of ICF&IR placem€nt in the absence of necessary support services- Typically,
the average cost of serving persons who had been on SILS was less than the county-managed ayerage. Again, to achieve
policy and funding goals a separate state-managed component of the MR/RC rvaiver was established.

(5) Crisis-Respite Services: were included in the waiver when the Legislature identified the need for communify-
based crisis services during the planning for the closure of a regional teatment center ICF/MR unit. The MR/RC program
was utilized to demonstrate cost-effective crisis community support options in areas where institutional capaciry nt long*
existed for these purposes.

one unforeseen result of using the MR/RC waiver progmm to meet the above policy and budgetary goals, was that the
program became more and more cornplex. Layers of administrative procedures between the state ag"n"y and counry
agencies rvere developed to implement and monitor these initiatives. The targeting of resources resultid in components
of the MRIRC waiver being managed at different reimbursement levels Uy tire bepartment. Though county agencies
continued to maintain responsibility for most administration decisions, the Department assumed increased ,".poniioitiry
with the counties in managing service costs.,Managing the average level of spending within each of the previously
mentioned state-managed components occurred on a state level. Additionally, the state Jontinued to assure the financial
integrity for the entire MR./RC program.

C. 1992 Legislation-Authorizing Developmeht of an Alternative Allocation plan
A number of factors precipitated the Minnesota Legislafure in 1992 to authorize legislation which called for the
developrnent of an altemative allocation methodology. Specifically, the Laws of Minnesol (for 1992), Chapter Law 513,
Article 9, section 38. stated:

D. Why Change?

To successfully implement its legislative charge the Deparhnent focused on the following crucial outcomes:

To improve equity in semice access regardless of the person's previous living arrangement or sewice
provider

A person's previous living an'angement was a determining criteria for eligibility in a state managed component of the
MR/RC progam' As a result, concerns grew about potential inequities various recipients might eiperienci in accessing
waivered services' For example, persons who were living in a regional treatment ."ni., prior io entering the waiver were
more likely to access a higher level of funding than persons living with their parents, even if they had very similar needs.
Policy makers and advocates expressed concerns that people were being institutionalized unnecessarily to receive
additional waiver resources.

I
To reduce unneclssary and complex administrative procedures

As state-managed components of the MR/RC program developed to respond to policy goals, additional administrative
procedures were necessary to achieve the goals within the funding and program pu.ur-.t"rr. For example, additional
waiver types were added and separate procedures rvere established to tracli the state-managed funds and their utilization.

WAIVERED SERVICES RATE STRUCTURE.
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To place individual service authorization decisions at the local level

The layering of administration associated also meant decision-making was expanded beyond the county level. Department
staff became involved in the individual service review and authorization process. This created conflict with Minnesota's
tradition of placing decision making authorily at the level closest to the persons for rvhom the services are intended.

To reduce barriers to innovation and flexibility in service provision

Programmatically, many services developed through the waiver program were based on an iCFiTvIR services model.
New development dernonstrated a heavy reliance on small, four person "waiver group homes" with 24-hour shift staffing.
Administrative procedures were perceived to contribute to these tendencies. Both state and county poiicy makers believed
that Minnesota had not yet fully realized how imovative, flexible service development could contribute to a srrong
communiry-based, cost-effective infrastructure. They felt that further efforts should be directed toward evaluatine existine
service models and promoting long-term planning.

To assure cost effectiveness

Concerns over potential cost shifting to the state level by counties also lead to an examination of holv cost-effectiveness
was maintained across all components of the MRRC program. Policy makers clearly sarv a need to create additional
incentives for local agencies to effectively manage available resources.

E. Advisory Committee Process

An advisory committee representing county and provider agencies, Legal Advocacy, Arc-Minnesota, and the University
of Minnesota - Institute on Communify Integration, was formed to guide the Department's activities to pursue its
legislative charge (Appendix A contains the list of advisory committee members). The advisory committee members
committed significant time and energy to develop the alternative allocation structure proposal over a tlvo-and-a-half-year
period. After initial fact finding and extensive discussion of outcomes, a mission statement was drafted to guide the
process.

Mission Statement

Improve equitability of access to services without regard to the county of financial responsibility and previous placement
history.

Improve the correlation of resource allocation to the service needs of individuals while maintaining flexibilify in the
provision of services to each individual.

Accomplish this within resources available without increasing administi-ative cost or complexiry.

Accomplish the above while assuring that the resource management entity serves the people for whom the resources are
intended and is accountable to meet the .range of needs of individuals eligible for home and community-based services.

fntended Outcomes

Additionally the advisory committee focused on the following outcomes:

. To clarify roles between DHS and counties;

. To place service authorization decisions at the counry level thus enabling those closest to persons served to flexibly
direct resources where needed without regard to previous living arrangement or type of provider;

. To create an allocation process which results in counly management of MRrRC waiver resources at unique allowable
amounts which vary depending upon the characteristics of the persons a county serves;



. To provide incentives and assistance for county agencies to collaborate and cooperate in long-term planning, service

appropriate services that are purchased in

development, service evaluation, and resource management;
. To provide incentives for counties to provide an array of

cost-effective, creative ways:
' To offer incentives for stakeholders and interagency collaboration on both the local and state level; and' To provide needed information and experience as a foundation step for future Medicaid reform efforts.

Section Two: Characteristics of the New Methodology for Resource Allocation
Minnesota's new methodology for allocating resources to counties for persons receiving MR/RS waivered services has
four predominant characteristics.

First, it is a structure based on a ta\onomy developed to profile the functional characteristics of MR/RC waiver
recipients' An advanced statistical procedure, Principal components Analysis, was used to analyze recipient data from
the DD Screening Document to identify ciusters of characteristics, e.g., components. Three components emerged andwere subsequently used to distinguish recipients based on broad profiles: (a) functional ability to care for one,Jown
basic needs; (b) the intensity of any aggressive and/or destructive behavior; and (c) any history of obstructiye behavior
in combination with a diagnosis of psychosis or neurosis.

Second, the methodology acknowledges both historical MR rRC waiver payment information as well as curent
encumbrance data in its calculations of the allowable average daily dollar amount that will be linked to each of the
broad recipient profiles' 

^Itso doing' allowable dollars are tied both to the collective level of need of each recipient
profile and to the costs of providing home and community-based services in Minnesota.

Third, the caiculation of each counfr's unique allorvable daily average is based on the allowable average daily dollar
amount associated lvith each persons' profile who enters the program after July l, 1995 and the base dollar amount
authorized forpersons in service as ofJune 30, 1995. Thus, iounties serving new recipients who are rnore
significantly limited in thelr functional abilities will see a greater increase in the allowable daily average dollar amount
than counties that serve new recipients who are functioning mor" independently.

Fourth, the level of spending for any particular recipient is in no way affected by the dollar level associated with the
profile corresponding to the recipient's functional abilities. Even though the methodology for calculating each
county's allowable daily avepge spending limit (e.g., their "average') makes us. of pers-on-specific data in the
computation, there is no requirement, explicit or implied, that speriding be at any specific level. Neither the advisory
committee nor the Department of Human Services ever intended to restrict nexiuitity with respect to spending for
services.

section Three: Development of the waiyer Allocation Methodology

This section describes in more specific detail the data sources, statistical procedures and analytical products upon
which Minnesota's new methodology for allocating MR/I{C waiver resources is based. tt doei so chronologicaily, in
the same order that the advisory committee and department staff examined the characteristics of waiver recilients and
the cost information used to subsequently establish profiles and resource amounts associated with them.

A. Selection of Reliable, Valid Data Sources

The advisory committee and Department stafffelt it was critical to utilize reliabie, valid data sources for analysis for
the development of an altemative methodology to allocate MR/RC waivered services resources. Data used to develop
summary profiles of the needs and characteristics of MR.A.C waiver recipients were obtaihed from the DD Screening
Document (See Appendix C). This instrument was constructed in the early 1980's to document the functional
characteristics of each potential wdiver recipient, their eligibility for services under the Title XIX waiver program, and
the specific sgrvices both currently receiving and planned.

Alternatives to the screening document as the primary data source were considered, but rejected, by the advisory
commiftee' The person-specific data generated by the DD Screening Document, the commiftee obierved, provided



data sources about recipient characteristics that were cnnsidered were: (l) the Quality Assurance and Review (QAR)
case mix instnrment developed for ICF/lv{R residents in Minnesota in the late 1980's, and (2) development of a new
irstrument specfically designed to yield profiles of &e MR.IRC waiver population. Cosg duplicity of effort and
generat satisfaction with data obtained &om the DD Screening Document were the primary reasons for the rejecting
these options.

Actual cost data, specific to each recipient and to each service received" was also obtained ftom Minnesota's
Medical Assistance Master Claims History data file. Paid claim data for both state fiscal years 1992 and 1993 were
used for the initial analysis. Encumbrance data for 1994, also recipient and service-speci.fic, was used in the latter
stages of the development of the altematiVe methodolog. This data was obtained Aom the Service Agreement Data
File of Minnesota's new Medical Assistance claims processing and payment system in lieu of paid claims data for
that same year. Paid claims data was unavailable at the time of initial implementation of the new allocation system
and will be evaluated through the formative evah:ative process.

B" Stuistical Procedures and Products

Statistical procedures were employed in four phases to better understand the relationships which existed between
recipient characteristics and service costs.

Phase I: Frltoratory analysis oFfpctors contrihuting to the cost of waivered services: The re]ationshin hetween cost.
recip i en t chara cteri sii cs and t]?e of I ivi n Larran semen t.

Injtial efforts were directed at assembling descriptive statistics about the MR/RC waiver costs, recipients, living
a-rrangements, counties and providers in Minnesota. Emphasis was focused on identifying predictors of historical
cost. At this phase of the analysis, development of a recipient taxonomy based ori firnctional characteristics was a
vague notion in the minds of members of the advisory comminee. The search for the correlates of high and low cost
services was pafirmount!

This early analysis was completed using recipient data generated by the DD Screening Document that was in use in
Minnesota betrveen 1986 and 19.94. Payment data for each t993 MR/RC waiver recipient was obtained tom the
medical assistance master history claims file aad reflected services provided to each recipient in 1992. This time
lag, a rellection of the predictable lag in all MA clairns processing, did not seriously bias the conclusions drawn
from the analysis.

The descriptive statistics generated documented the distibutions of average daily waiver costs for state fiscal year

t992:

. within categories of living arrangement (e.g., corporately staffed foster homes, family foster hornes, home
witlfamily),

' for selected counties, by'size of the foster home (e.g., number of residens),
. for selected service providers (corporately staffed foster homes only).

The cost of day training and habilitation services was included or not included in the analyses at the discretiou of the

members of the advisory comminee

Stepwise Multivariate Regression and Discriminant Analysis wcre used during Phase I to identi$ factors thatrrere

sigrrificant predictors of the cost of services, primarily costs associated with services provided to residents of

corporately sta-ffed foster homes. Both methods produced results that indicated that, for Persons residing in this

particular setting, the following factors appear to be direct or indirect conFibutors to cost (l) ability to care for

toileting needs, (2) injurious behavior to others and self, Q) level of supervision specified, (a) the parent

organization proriaittg the residential service, (5) ttre number of residents in the foster home, (Q length of time on

the MR/RC waiver prognnL and (A metro/urban/rural location of the home.

Informative as these results were, the advisory committee and departnent sta.ffsoon realized that if the new

methodology for allocating MR/RC waivered resources was to be truly based on the firnctional characteristics of

recipients, it had to be developed without regard to the factors that historically have driven costs, and specifically,

without regard to living arrangement. The new methodolory had to be desigrred to encourage use of any and all
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Jt shoujd focus primarily on recipient characteristics an4 by implicatior\ the level
f nr-.s realization led to Phase II of the analysis.

As the advisory committee and deparbnent slaffwere- completing tlreir work during phase I, a revised and improvedDD screening Document was being imptemented in Minnesota [y the Divisioo foi persons with Devetop*"itut 
-

Disabilities' This new sotlrc€ ofdat4 and the recognition that the alternative allocation sfucture required ataxonomy capable of sumrnarizing and profiling the MR/RC waiver recipient populatioq biought thl development
effort into Phase II.

The analysis of Phase II was guided by the decision to shift away from the task of identi$ing predictors of historicat
cost and torvard the identification of factors that would aistinguish recipients with similar dctional characteristics.
By inference, it was believed that persons generally nerded riinit* levels of support to aaaress *reir fi."d;-"*
abilities, regardldss of their current living anangemen! the availabiii.ty of naturai supports or the amount ofpurchased seryices.

Principal Components Analysis, a tlpe of Factor Analysis, was selected as thc statistical procedure for identi$ing
the relationshiPs among the factors hcluded on the new DD Screening Documen( rpoin*tl as they describe thepopuJation ofwaiver recipients. The procedure, a highly recognized Joa accepted rltirti..ipro""dure used in thedevelopment of psychological, educational and sociologlcal iistruments, was used to isolate clusters of factors (c.g.,
componen ts) that col I ectively describe a characteristic.

Results indicated that three components significantty distinguished recipients from one another: (l) the recipient,s.
ability to care for his or her own basic nee.ls, (2) the intensity of any aggressive or destructive ueiravior, *i 6; *yhistory of obstructive behavior in combination with a diagnosis of isychosis or neurosis.
This analltical product ya1 then supplemented with firther specilication of each component using the DD Screening
Document codes for each signilicant factor. Hence, specificaiion of the "operational iefrnition- tlnt describe
discrete Prohles of recipients and could then br ry{ io assign each person with DD Screening data to a prolile
description on the basis of their similar flrncfional characteristics.

Table I' belorv, displays th-€ txgno-mJ of recipients developed by applying the operational definition to the tfuee
components identified by the Principal Components Analysis. ri. tliiutL adjacent to eash cell represent the
number of recipients as of December, 1994 assigned to that cell by that classifiLtion procedure.

IABLE I: TAIONOMY OF MINNESOTA'S MRfrC HFCTPTFNTS /1AO
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taxonomv

Foltowing the development of a taxonomy based on functional recipient characteristics a third phase begun. phase
IiI focused on two major taslc:

First computing. within thc taxbnomy's categories of functionat characteristics, avcrage daily spending for
persons who received home end community-based services dunlg state fiscal year 1993; and
Second' computing average daily encumbrances for recipients who had entered the program during the previous
yar, agan within categories of the taxonomy.

ftre oUjective of this phase was simply to generate empirical data about past and present payments that would help
deter-mine reasonable levels of resorrc€ allocation for future recipients of MR/lRb waiveied services e/ithin eacU of
the categories of the taxonomy. This decision was the objective of Phase W of the analysis.

Tabte II, betow, displays the results of the analysis conducted in phase III.

TABLF ll: Sn'e3=DA!!Y.coST AND CALENDER YE R 'e.{ ENOUMBERFP AMOUNT PER DAY FoR MniRc wnrvrn enoups
{Thc Average Cost  Per $/a iver Day Includes th€ Cost  of  Oay Train ing and Habi t i tat ion}

. WAIVER RECIPIENT GFOUPS

VERY HIGH SELFCARE NEEDS WITH.... . . ,

' "  l , ( I  Dieg. Breeldrrr,  Ruarerry

" Agrcr:ivc./Dcrtructivc Bcb rvior

" Ncgl igiblc. Lot or Modcretc Bchavior

HIGH SELF CARE NEEDS WITH.-.. . . .

"  MI Dirg. Brcrtdt*r,  Ruort*eY

" Agrersivc/Dcrtructivc Bchrvior

" Ncgtigiblc, Lor or t{odcrrtc Bchrvior

HEG|/LOVMOD ERATE SELFCARE NEEDS WITH.......

" llI Dirg, Brcrtrlrvr, Ruar*rY

.' Agrcrdvc/Dcrtn:ctivc Bchrvior

" Ncgligible, Lov or Modcrllc Bchrvior

r"'tnF .d b' !f. Divibr fq lresrlrl D6bP-.rbl DiUItLr (r'rE\ l9l)

H MFfRC
FECIPIENTS
(DEC. ' e4 l

PERCENT AVERAGE ENCUHBERED N MR/RC PERCETTT
RECIPIENTS COST/DAY COST/DAY RECIPIENTS R€CIPIEHTS
{DEC.'91} {SFY's3l (CY lee4} {Cy 1ss4} (cy 1es4)
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The review of the data generated in Phase III quickly led to the observation that several of the nine taxonomy
categories had sirnilar aver:lge service Payments, regardless ofwhither historical spending was considered atone or
in combination witir current encumbrance data. This observation prompted the decision io group those categories of
the taxonomy with similar paymeat levels. A frnal set of four sunmary recipient profiles foi allocating r".ol.o to
counties was thereby established-

The allowable average daily dollar smount to be allocated for each of the four summary profiies was detennined by
considering:

l. the empirical dat"a generated in Phase IU" specifically the "weighls'reflected in the di-fferent average daily
payments (combined historical and.encumbered) for each summary profile,

2. the current operating average daily reimbursement rate for the Unn"C *i""., e.g., $101.00 per day,
3' information fom counties and service providers pertaining to the cost of deveioping services for new

waiver recipients, and
4- the profile designation ofpersons residing in community ICFs/lvfR that were scheduled for closing.

Table.Ill below, d$cribes each of the four summary proFrles. It includes a reference to the firnctional characteristics
of recipients in each of the taronomy categories which compose each profile, the weights assigrred to each profite for
use in establishing the allowable average daily allocation level, the acnral altowabte *..ug" &i$ allocation tevel
set at the time of implementation, and the percent ofpersons who are screened and authorized for ICF4vIR level of
care but not yet receiving MR/RC waivered services in each profile.

TABLE III: PBOFILE GROUPS ARE BASED ON FUNCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS FIRSTcosT sEcoND...-

cFtOUP l: 7% ot Persons Waiting

GROUP lll:45% ol Persons Waiting

"" Prcprtc! bf thc Divirion fs Pcms vith Dslogmcntrl Dir:bilitiq (fdrch' 1995)

. t 2

GROUP ll: 31% of Personi Waiting'

GROUP lV: 17% of Persons Waiting

OR

MI DIAGNOSIS
AND OBSTFUCTIVE BEHA

OH

AGRESSIVE/DESTRUCTIVE

AGGRESSIVE/DESTRUCTIVE BEHAVI O R

O R

HIGH SELF CARE NEEDS BUT
NO MAJOR BEHAVIOR PFOBLEMS

AND

NO MAJOR BEHAVIOH



c. 1995 r*gislation Implementing the Alrocation st.rcture

Fouowing the advisory prm€ss and the analYtical development of the waiver allocation methodolory, specific legislation
was authorized to proceed with the MR/RC prograrn. In May of 1995, the Minnesota Legislatue uuthoriod-ch"og."
to the MR./RC waiver progmm to irnplement the allocation structure methodologr
(Appendix B)

a. Key points of legislation approving the allocation structure included:
' 

' MR/RC waivered services esourc€s made available on or after JuIy l, 1995 to county agencies will be
allocated using a methodology which corretates resouc€ levels madi available with th; uu"*g" resourc€
need cf persons with similar functional characteristics.

' Existing resoruces authorized prior to JuIy l, 1995 will be made available to local county agencies based
upon authorized levels and will be considered part of the agency's -base-.

' County agencies wr{ nu}nage all available dollars within u Gqu" allowable average which is deterrrined
by dividing the tolai dollar amount available to them during agiven period ('base" and new fiurding) by
the number of service days in a given period.

' Fach county has decision making authority in the altocation of waivered service resourccs to eligible
individuals-as lon-g as overall spending is within the county;s rurique allowable reimbursement aveige.' There will be an increase in the total dollars available to county agencies over the biennium in ordpito
serve f,greater p€rc€ntage of new persons with significant needs thus enabling the attainment of policy
goals ' ,

b. Summdry of Impact of the Allocation Strucfure

Improvc corrclation of rcsourcc allocation with thc fun"tional
charactr:ristics of rccipicnts both on statc and county lcvct without
rcgard to prcvious living arangcmcnt or providcr.

Docs not cap funding for an individusl. This is NOT cssc mirc
Thcrc is a distinction bctwEsn allocation bf rcsouipcs to county
crcating a pool of allowablc dollars and thc lcvcl of scryicc
authorizcd for an individual rccipicnt by thc

Allocatc rcsourcc consistcntly to county agcncics bss.d upon
broad avcragc rcsourc€ nccds of pcrsons with similar functional

Docs nbt dcscribc thc scrvicc lcvct nccdcd for anlspccinc
individual; rt u..tu* is bascd'on vcry broad 

"ggr"got" 
avcrrgc

dollar amounts. 
'

Crcatc a uniquc allou/ablc avcragc for cach county that inciudcsiii
MR/RC waivsr dollars.

Docs not fuicaic funding for idcntilied groups ;f p"opl. A,rd"c"
availablc dolla.s when cstablishing county basc avcmgcs.

Eliminatc statc managcd components of thc MR/RC wi""r Docs not includc thc ACS waivcr which is a s.par.tc wiv"r

Rcsult in coun$r avcragcs that vary dcpcnding upon thc ;""d. of Does not clirninatc thc dininction bctwccn convcmion and

Plscc d€cision making authority at thc local livet, inctuaing
flcxibility in authorizations of scrvicc lcvcls for individuJ be within ovcrall funding pqramctcn estsblishcd through thc

strucfurc.

Will not support unlimitcd lirnding rcqu€stE auttoriz"tion" rnust

Providc rcsources for pcrsons with a rangc of nccds !" b. s.r""d
and policy goals to bc mel

Will not servc an unlimitcd numbcr of pcrsoni wittrin avaitabtc
dollars; limits on numbcr of ncw rccipicnts cach ycar continucs.

Increasc available dollars in ordcr !o scrv" grat"r pcrc"ntagi ol
pcrsons with significant nceds, thus rcsponding to ICF/MR

Will not mcct cvcry scrvicc nccd or rcqucst for cvcry pcrson.

Provide continucd adjustrncnts to the allocation strr"tui" through
c formative cvatuation oroccss.

Will not bc a rigid in{lcxiblc stnrcturc incapablc of changc.
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Section Four: Implementation of the Allocation strucfure

FoUow the legislative authorization passd in May, 1995 the Departrnart moved ahead with the fotlowing steps to ensure
a timely implementation of the allocation struchue. They are developed at greater lengfh in subsequent sections:

A Obtainingfederaiapprovatofallocationstnrchremethodologr
B. Establishing allocation critcria and procedures

' Parameters describing the numbers of persons to be served by each county
' Parameters describing allowable dollars to be made availabli to each county

c. calculating unique county averages based upon avhilable Fy l99j ftnds
. Initial calculation
. Transitionadjrsbnents

D. Initiating baining and technical assistance efforts

.4 Obtaining Federal Approval af the Allocation Structure

Legislation authorizing proceeding with the Allocation Structurs specifically required federal approval prior to
implernentation Deparunent sta$developed the amendment to the approved waiver plan &o allow the initiative to move
fomrard (Attrchment D Key to fedsrd approval to the Allocation Strueutre were assurances ttrat individual recipients
would not have services limitd by the resource amorrrt associated with a profile. .Decisions regarding the authorization
of fiurds for any inalvidual will be based on the Individual Service Plan developed for the recipienl and the extent to
which the services can be maanged within the unique allowable average €stabU;hed for each counry.

B. Establistting Altocation Criteria and procedures

Irnplementation of the Allocation Sructtue not only requires a correlation between the firnctional characteristics of
recipients and ttre available pool ofdollars at the county level but also a predicLable methodologr of allocating capacity
to serye additional people. The allocation stntchre is based on a capitation philosophy wheie disribution of dollars
is based on an average cost across a goup of recipients rather than a spending timii for an individual recipient An*allocation", dreref,ore, now refers both to the ability to provide waiveredservi."r to u person irnd the level of resource
added to a counfr's pool of available dollars. This resource poot serves as the overall lpending parameter to comlare
the aggregate average spending level for all persons in the waiver as authorized by the counry. Because the basis for
the allocation stuctrre is founded on broad analyses across all waiver recipients asurell as poiential recipients over zur
array ofliving arrangernents, geographic and economic regions and service plans, individuaj service authorizations are
not intended to be limited by the structure

Two types ofr€sources are atlocated to comtyagencies to achieve goals related to the provision of home and commuaity-.
based servic€s to persons with mental retardation or a related cond.itions. They are conversion or diversion allocations;

Conversion Allocations: Since conversion activity results in a reduction in ICFllv{R statewide capacity and has
sigrificant impact on budgeery and policy goals, mtmties wilt be given uecessary conversion resources intheir planning
proc€ss. Resources contributed to the counry pool of allowable dollars will conespond to each new recipient'i profile.
ICFA4R closure requests may include agreements providing for ptanful and coordinated development of waivered
services over more than one fiscal year to assue adequate waiver resources are available.

Diversion aitocations: There are 200 diversion allocations available each year. fu stated earlier, these resources are
inteoded to support persons who require an ICF/Iv{R level ofcare but c}rose a community alternative instead of placement
in an institutional setting. Available new allocations are significantly tess than the number of requests. In June 1995,
county agencies were notified of the number of diversions available to them and firnding pa.rameters. Appendix D
contains criteria used by the Departnent for allocation of diversiou resources to county agencies. 'lhe number of
divenions and corresponding resource levels available to a county is based on factors t}at include the total number of
persons on county case loads, the disribution ofpersons screened across the profiles, the number oip"rro* requesting
diversion allocations, the extent attemative Medicaid services are utilizd population and growth factors. The iateot is
to provide a rational, equitable approach that enables county agencies to engage in long term planning efforts with an
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indication of fu true resource levets.

Lltfunatety, it is anticipated ttut Minnesoa's resource allocation process will include I contractual arrangement between
the coun$ or a corsortium ofmtrnty agencies and the Departrnent. The contract will speciS the broad outcomes to be
achieved within overdl firnding pararnetas during a rwo to four year period. This will'supiort long term planning and
reduce interim administrative procedures between the Departnnent and the local agencies ir*.gi"g resor.'c€s.

C Calculotion of Unlque Coungt Aver.ages

Ihe bSsg allorvable average rylmlursimenl Elg refers to the allowable daily average tevel of spendiog a, of July l, 1995
and uras the tocal ofall available frurds dividd by the total nurnber of service days (nurnber ofrecipienr tiur"sies a"ys
in the year). County averages consisted of:

' $ l0l for every Person on MR /RC waiver allocations managed by the coqnty prior to 610/95
' Dollars equal to the authorized fitnding level for every person on previousiy state managed components of the

MR/RC program
' Dollars for one time costs that were outside of the average and not yet paid for
' *Hold Harmjess" amoun! if any, resulting fiom l99t legislative it iti"tiu".
. Available discretionary funds for every eligible person

Transition: Since *tere were a number of FY 1995 allocations arvarded but not yet in service by July l, 1995, a
ts'ansition plan was developed that assured munties of a specilic dollar amoun! authorized by the Deparrment acrordiog
to'pre-allocation struchre" criteria and procedures, that would be added to their unique county average at the time tbe
person actually entered the waiver as long as all persons were in service by an estatlished date. After that date, the
authorizations r/ere no longer valid and the county would enter the person into waivered services using the allocation
sfucture criteria and procedures

D. Training and Technical Assistance planning 
,

To prepare counfy agencies for the implementation of the allocation strucfure, statewide video corGrences were held.
The video conferences provided an'overview, answered questions and gathered information on needed supporl Video
conferencing also occurred with provider agencies to provide information, clarig roles, answer questions and learn of
concerns.

The Departnent's primary means of training and technical assistance is through the activities of regional services
specialists (RSS). A phased training and technical assistance plarL to be proviJed by six RSSs, rras diveloped. The
RSSs received training during May, 1995 and county specific information was generated for the RSSs.to provide
taining to county staffin June in preparation for a July implementation date. Continud technical assistance on an on-
going basis is planned.

Phase one: General training through video conferencing;

Phase hvo: Basic management of the waiver program with in the allocations strucrure fameworli
e-9.: Goals, rationale of allocation structure and how it works; Evatuating and revising county
procedures and criteria Srategies and tools to manage authorized levels of spending within allowable
limits.

Phase fuee: Technical assistanc€, baining and evaluation of these efforts and the strrrcture toward the attainment
of policy goals and the intended outcomes of the structure. Examples of areas offocus anticipated
during phase three include: altemative purchasing strategies, evaluation of rates, collaboration and
joint county planning and sqrvice developmenl evaluation ofconsumer satisfaction and innoyation
measures of service outcomes.



section Five: Technical tools provided to counfy Agencies

A. Developntent of a PC basedwaiver trsc*ing aild srnuratlon rystem

One of the prinury technical assisance tmls to support county agencies in the etrective nunagement of waiver resourc€s
was the development ofa persooal computer (PC) based counry waiver racking and simulation system. h p;;;di"*
system suppoq it was anticipated that :

' all counties will have capacity to nurnage waiver resources within allowable limits;
' better information would maximize resource use and facilitate decision mating;
' ut: of a management system would facilitate evaluatioq long term planning and creative service developmenq,
' enhancement of the initial system would permit interfac€ with other systems (e.g.: MMiS screening *i r"r"i*

agreement files) to coordinate information eEiciently; and,
' better coordination and clarilication of roles between counfy and DHS could result.

The system was modeled after the sbtewide allocation tracking system developed and utilized in the Departnent's
Division for Persons with Developmental Disabilities (DPDD) to manage waiver resourc€s statewide. Given time
constr'aints and the desire to work with counfies while developing a final product to meet their needs, development of
the county waiver tracking and simulation system was planned in stages.

Firsl stage 'initial *l!.*t The first system provided to county agencies was a basic stand alone sysiem developed
using Fox Pro execulable programming . It was rnade available for u ers in both DOS or Windows versions, did not
require the purchase of additional software and was easily loaded A6m disk onto a personat computer in the coung
agency'The initial systern provided !o county agencies incorporated recipient specific records (from the DHS masteiflej
that could be e.xpanded or modified to (l) include additional recipients, (2) maintain a history of persons who leave thi
prognrn and C3) reflect cunent and anticipated authorized levels of spending for each recipieni ioto on" master file. This
system enabled the county to complete important managment activities, including:

. track all waiver recipients;
' Eack available allocations (capacity to serve persons not yet in service);
. maintain a history of persons entering or exiting the waiver;
' calculate allowable dollars into one counry average creating a resource poot;
. calculate the auttrorized average across recipients;
' permit cornparison between allowable and authorized service levels;
' simulate effects of changes in allowable and/or authorized amounts, includ"ing:

. authorized levels of spending

. recipients, and

. number ofservice days.

Second stage - upFades l9 ini.tiaj system: Based on county experience, feedback and recommendations, the system has
be modified in order to provide comprehensive nunagement support to counfy agencies for the range of deciiions they
face when managing the program.

Ihird Strge ' onq integrated qystem: The final product envisioned after a thorougb evaluation and planning process with
the county users, would be one systenr, integrating nec€ssary data from other systems, maintained through on line
interface capacity.

B. Benchntarksfor elfeclive nranagefitent of waiv*ed services resources

An irnportant rcsponsibility comty ageacies have is assuring that their achral spending for services provided during the
fiscal year does not exceed the total allowable dollars available to theni. There arj several benchmarks with which
counties carimonitor the fiscal integdfy of the program they manage. Understanding the following dollar benchmarks
and their relationship is an important focus of Deparfnent technica! assistance efforts.
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Alloryable Doltan: Allolvable dollars represent the dollars available to'the coulty with which to purchase services for
all MR/RC recipients. It is the surn of the dollars in the counry base and the additional dollars added to the counfy pool
each time a new p€rson enters thc waivet progranr- Allowable dollars are most appropriately viewed as a pool of doUars
that can be monitored either using a daiiy ayerage or total annual dollar amount. The total annual dollar amount and
zubsequent drity average.change as new recipients entrr the program or cufient recipients leave the prograrn. Therefore,
eficient managment of resources requires as on-going evaluation of allowable dollars. The PC based Coulty Waiver
Allocation Tracking and Simulation System was developed to automate and track the calculation of the allowable
average as well as simulate potential changes.. The tool provides each counry agency with accurate information tom
rvhich decision can be made"

Authorized spending: This is d-re overall level of spending authorized by the county across all recipients for whom they
are responsible. Counties authorize a ma{mum dollar amount tkough servicc authorizations as a limit to what uray
be spent for an individu,al recipient. These authorizations, when aggegated into one county total, are cither viewed as
a total annu,al doUar amount or a daily average. The current fiscal year autirorized average is calculated on tbe County
Waiver Allocation Tracking and Simulation System as well the next fiscal year's average and simulated averages
representing possible scenarios for future waiver spending.

Encumbered dollars: The term 'encumbered dollars" refer to the dollars encumbered on the service agreements
maintaind for each individual recipiort on the Medicaid Management Information System (I\,Ill4IS D. This figurg too,
is often calculated as a daily average. It rnay difer from the authorized average. fu an example, a county may authorize
40 days of in homc respite and 40 days ofout ofhome respite on a service agreernent although the combined authorized
limit agreed upon through the service plaruring proc€ss with the family is 60 days. Since it was unclear at the beginning
of the service period the sract number of days of in home vs out of home respite would be used, the range of encumbered
senices on the senice agresment provides adequate fle.tibility for the family and provider without requiring the couafy
to repeatedly revise the service agreement for these services. It is helpful for local agencies to undersand the
relationships behveen encumbrances, authorized amounts, allowable amounts, and payments..

Paymerrts: This benchma* rellects actual pryman8 made for services provided in a fiscal year. It may also be refened
to as the ach.n! average daily reimbursement level or'reirnbursement rate'. Counties are responsible for ensuring that
the average daily payment does not exceed the pllowable daily average for their counly. This ensures that overall
statewide spending is within the parameters established in Minnesota's Waiver Plan and the state budget. Minnesota
larv holds counties responsible for any payments which exceed the established allowable dollar parameters.

C Further analyses of idornwtion to encoursge informed deckion-ntaking and pruded
p urch'as in g of s ervic e*

The majority of Minnesoia's counfy agencies lack resources to generate pertinent management information use in
administering their MR/RC waiver prognms. This has been identiJied as potentially a major barrier to the full
achievement of the intsnd€d outcom€s of the allocation struqture. ln order to move beyond basic management of dollars
and towards innovative practices in service planning; purchasing and evalu,atioq further Deparunent technical assistarice
effort must occur. They wilt be focused on providing county agencies with management information regarding the

recipients they serve, their.current purchasing practices, past program trend lines, and ftture recigient needs. The

management inforrnation rvill be provided in a format that will €ncourage comparisons with other counties of similar

size or characteristics and highlight practices that seem to be occurring state wide.

The RSSs will provide technical assistance to counry agencies in evaluating the information provided, identi$ing
additional information that may be helpftI, and using information to form the base for decision maldng, planning and

service development.



Support to build and support maintain effective community capacity to serve persoru; with mental retardation or a
related condition continue to be the focus of state regional service ipecialist 6SS1 

".ti"iees. 
It is envisioaed that

additional aspects of these effors will in the ftture include:

' assistance in the develoPment and dernonstrafion of successfirl options for purchasing strategies,
' incentives and assistance to counties interested in developing collaborative ur"-g.*.nt to rnanage resources and

develop services, and
' assistance in alternative methods of quality assuance such as outcome evaluation.

Section Srx,: Next Step - Formative Evuluation

The process of developing the Allocation Structure and is associated methodolory represents a temendous eft'ort to
more equiLably diskibute waiver resources, provide.focused technical assistanc€ and taining, and increase the
effectiveoess of local agencies in efficiently managing resources. However, critical work is yJt to **" during a
formative evaluation proc€ss ttnt will:

l) answer questions that were raised during the development;
2) evaluate the effect of the stmchre and related technical assistance efforts against the intended outcomes;
3) provide recomrnendations for sfucture enhanc€rflenq and
4) provide information neces.sary in designing a more flexiblc and efficient service system.

Specifically, the Deparbnent has requested assistaace which will accomplish the following:

' identify fre components of the Allocation Stnrcture that contibute to effective management of Medicaid resources
on both a state and local level;

' identfY recomrnendations to enhance the capacity of the Atlocation Stnrcture;
' evaluate the effectiveness ofcurrsrt methodologies and administrative practices in achieving the legislative charge

of improving equitable access to service and improving the correlation of resource allocation to service needs;-
. evaluate the training and technical assistance effForts of the Departnent; and
' make recomrnendations on how the Allocation Sructure might be enhanced in light of potential changes Gderal

Medicaid policy.

The University ofMinnesota's lrutitute on Community Integration has been contracted by the Department to assist in
this effort ovsran 18 month period. Continued involvement of key stalieholders in an advisory capacity is viewed as
an important component to this effort..

Section Seven: Appendices

Appendix A: Members of the Advisory Committde

Appendix B: 1995 Legislative language authorizing the Allocation st-ucture

Appendir C: DD Screening Document

Appendix D: Diversion Allocation Criteria

Appendix E: Federal Amendment and Approval



Appendix A

Members of the Advisory Committee

IVlembers from Febru ary, 1994 to June, 1995

Deb Dimler
Greg Kruse
Laurie Simon
Dave Erickson
Sandy Heruy
Tim Nelson
Anne Henry
Bob Brick
Charlie Lakin

Dodge Counfy
Daliota County
Hennepin County
Olmsted Counfy
Dungarvin,lnc.
Hammer Res iderices, lnc.
Legal Aid of Minnesota
ARC - Minnesota
University of Minnesota - Institute on Community Integration

Hennepin County
Hennepin County
Hennepin County

Additional Members from earlier stages of the committee process also included:

fuchard Earl
Tom Connoy
Sally Muellor

Staffsupport to the committee was provided by DPDD' especially:

Jim Franczyk
Alex Bartolic
Bob Kotten
GerryNord
Theresa Mustonen
Wes Kooisfra
Terry Ellevold



Appendix B
1995 Legislation Authorizing Atlocation Structure
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Appendix D
Diversion Allocation Criteria

The comrnissioner will allocate diversion capacity to c€unty agencies based ou the following factors:

G) the number of diversions available in a given fiscal year;
(b) the number ofPs-sons with menral retardation or related conditions on the counly case nnnagement caseloads;
G) the number of persons with mental retardation or related conditions on county caseloads who currentl y

reccive ICF/lv{R, regional Feafinent c€nter, nursing faciliry or waivered servi-ces; an{
(4 the number of persoru screened and authorized for ICFII{R level of care who are not rec€iving ICFllv{R or

waivered services.

Adjustments will be made after the initial calculations based on the followiag:

(a) gro*th in both population and caseload that signilicantly exceeds the statewide average;
(b) an inverse relationship between changes in a county's population and caseload size asmeasured annuallg
(c) the effect oQ counry diversion capacity of reassignrnent of a diversion &om one counry to another during the

previous fiscal year ia order to meet emergency needs;
(d) assuanc€s tttat atl counties will receive at least one diversion every three years (see footnote) as long as there

is at least ooe person screened and authorized for services" yet not receiving $em; and
(e) evahntion of rcgional capacity for those rcgions wtrerr individual counties are not assured at least one d.iversion

every year.

Note: Population and case load size will determine whether a counfy is assured a diversion when there is at least one
person screened and authorized every two years or eyery three years.
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The  vJn reso ta  l eg l s la tu re  has  app roved  a  p ran  to  i r np lemen t  a
net l?dqtogl '  tg  at tocate home and-  connuf f iered
se rv i ces  resou t l es  f? f  pe rsons  v i t h  nen ta l  re ta rda t i on  o r  re la t .d
c?n9 i t Jons  ba !ed  o r  t l ' e  ave rage  resou rce  need  o f  pL rsons  v i t hs in i l a r  f une t l ona t  

"ha rac t . r i  n  o f  t he
get !o i lo logry ysed to  a l locate resou-ces t

.d"" ign"d to  i toprqr .  o""*="  to  ho d *u i . r " . "d
serv ices and to  improve the cot ie la t ion of  resources; f i lGe; ,

.The re  l s  ho  chang?  to  the  eos t  e f fec t l veness  fo rmu la  as  app roved
in , l f i nneso ta t s  wa i ve r  p l an  as  a  resu l t
t h : i s  a l l oca t i on  s t ruc tu .e  Ee thodo logy .

The I ' I31RC waiv"red serv ices progran has been managei l  us ing a

reciplgnts tor whpm trrey are risponmsdEii;h;e
statewicte at lowabre averag" daiJf-rElnbirrse;;;t 1im.

The 'a l locat ioq s t ructur"  m. thodology approved by the l r inne*ota't egi slature Airects hone qna C;nnu;IE:h.=.d ff i t ,
age l c igs  based  on  the  needs  o f  pe rso
beg inn ing  v i t h  new resou rces  av l i l ab te  a r te f  ou ty  r ,  r ggs .  rone
ind community-base9 rlaivered serviees resources iqthgrGe;;I;
to  June 30 '  1ee5 v i1 I  be uaae avai labTe to locat  coui - i - f - iEEiEieE
base !  upon  cu r ren t  au tho r i zea  teve ts ,  f hese
cgDsid€red par t  q f  a  loeal  agencyrs base aLlocat ion ; ;d- ; i l rEe
al located accord i t - rgJy to ,ensure ierv iE t "
w lo  rece i ved  se fy i ces  p r i o r  t o  j u t y  1 ,1ggs ,  t hese  base  resou rces
I t i l l  not  be real located accord i  t ructu. "
methodolocrv.

Resources  Eade  ava i rab le  to  coun ty  agene ies  a f te r  Ju l y  1 , J995r in
aqcorldanee with ttre growttr approvea in Uinnesota @?r i l I  be .a l l oc l l ed  u? i !g  a  ne lho  s  r " "ou r "e
a l l oca t i on  r r i l h . rec iB ien t  u ro r i l
structlreJnethof,ologry, fqur broad reeipien@ been
establ ishedt ,_ T!e?e prof i tes resut t  f r i -m t
un.tyqi" ,  or  r*" ig i* ! t  

"hu"e"! . r j " . i@ or
funcl io l i lg.  ,necipjent-specir ic s vas
pro l idg i l  by  u innesotars  ob  $eree ea_to
evaluate,and ree:raluate recipient need. Ftat ist ical  proeedurg. !3
u"ea Err" lng the=aa+Iy" i"  tn" lug.a,pr inc, i t?f  .c;@
coqrelat ion analgsis and descr iBt t t f f i

Fae lo rs  wh ich  g is t ingu isheF rec ip ien ts  f rom one another  inc luded:
_(11 the leve1 of  sel f  eare suppoi t  neei tecl ,
{21  the  in tens i ty  o f  aggress iv l  and/or  deJ t ruc t ive

Fehav io r .  i f  anyr  and
{3)  the  Presence o f  a  d iagnos is  o f  mentaL  i l - Iness  eodb ined

wiSh observable obstruct ive behavior-
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De f in i t i ons  we f€  gPera t l o l ra1 {zec l  f o r  each  o f  t hese  fac to rs  based
upon assess4ent  f le ld  codl lgs f ro ln  the Dl r  sereenl ' rg  nocuEent  that
ve re  de te 'n ined  to  be  s ta t i s t i ca l l r  s i gn i f i can t , l u r the r
analy t is  q f  - !he average serv ice co" ts  ior -  pers; ;s  .wi th ;Trmi ' rar
character is l iqr ,Fas cornpletqd i ls ing in forn l t io f f i  ; '

- cuEren t r  and  es t i na ted  se ry l ce  cos ts  { f o r  rec ip ien ts  fo r  whom
serv lce dever  opnent  vas underway)  .

A f te r  cons ide ra t i o !  o f  t he  s im i l a r i t i es  an j l  d i f f e rences  l n  t he .
ave rag?  da i l y  se rv i ce  cos ts ,  f ou r  rec ig ien t  p ro f i r es  ve re
es tab l l she i l  t o  re f l pc t  f ou r  b road  ave r lge  l eve l s  o f
re imbursemen t .

As  o !  Ju lY  1 '  1995 '  ho rne  an i t  conmun i t y -based  wa ive red  se rv i ces
f lnc l ing for  persons v i th  nenta l  re tardat ion or  r i ia tad 

-condi t . ions

wi l l  be a l located to  county agencies basea on the p iorT ies o i  t t re
.  . . . rec ip ients  t ley serve ancl  v l l l  be managecl  : [n  o.e ; tera l l

a l lowable dai ly  average.  t ,o"a1 county igeneies v i iThave unigue
a l l owah le  ave rages  based  on  the  cha rac te r i s t i cs  o f  t he  rec ip ien ts
theY  sg rve .  -  T !9  l n igue  l oca1  agency  a l l o rvab le  da iLy  ave rage  i s
deterrn ine i l  by d iv id ing the to ta l  do11ar  aurount  av i l lab le to  t t 'eq
( fo r  bo th  the  r rbaqe t r  a l l oca t i on  and  nev  fund ing  madp  ava i l ab le
us ing the a l lgcat ioh s t ructure uethodologyt ,  b f  t t ;  numlber  of
se rv i "g  days  i n  a  g i ven  pe r iod .  oec i s ion l  reqa rd i ;g  the
au tho r i za t i on  o f  f unds  fo r  any  i nc t i v i dua l  rec ip ien l -w i l 1  be  nade
hased  on  t he , spec i f i c  se rv i ce  p l an  f o r  t he  rec i p i en t . and  t he
extent  to  which t j re  serv ices can be nanaged * i th in  the a1lowable
average dai ly  re imbursenent  ra te establ i ihed for  the local_county
agency:  The county agencyrs average cost  Ber  day for  home and
conmuni ty-based vaivere i l  serv ices prov ic led-  to  reEig ients  for  whon
l r r?y are responsib le may not  exceed t_he aI1owab1e iverage
re imbursement  rate establ iShed f ,or  then.
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lEl"io" Timmer
Assistant Cornmissioner
Health Care Administration
Department of Human Services
Human Services BuitOing' 
444 T-af.ayette Road
St.Paul, Minnesota 55 155

Dear Ms. Timmec:

I. am plea11! 
1o^.inf9lm you that your request to amend your Medicaid waiver (control

number 0061-90) which provides home and community-based services to persons with
mental retardation or related conditions, as authorized under the provision of Section
1915C of the Social Security Act, has been approved.

This amendment will allow implementation of an allocation structure recently approved
by thg Minnesota l-egislature. Resources will be allocated using a methodology which
correlates resource allocation with recipient profiles. The resoutrglyill@ to

encies based on the e recioients the
n one overall allowa I-ocal counby agencies will have unique allowable

averages based on the characte

i

iios w..r Adams si;;-
15rh Floor

lChiego, Itlinois 606034201

eci
service plan f nt to which the services can be rnanaeedwithin

e allowable dailv rei established e local counry a
The- counfy agency's average cost per day
services_ provided to recipients for whom thcy are responsible may not exceed the
allowable average rein:bursement rate estabrished for thlm.

We have reviewed the request and the amendment conforms to statutory and regulatory
requirements._Based on the assurancesyou provided, Iapprove the u*.nd*"nt Jffectivl
J-uly ! 1995. This amendment has been asiigned controi number 0061.90.R1.04, which
should be used in all future correspondence. We appreciate the effort and cooperation
provided by you and your skfq as we have reviewid this request.
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Ms. Elaine Timmer

If there are any questions,
staff may contact Joan
Operations Team, at (312)

please contact nre at 312-353-L753, or a member of your
H. I:,wson, Health Insurance Specialist, Medicaid
886-3256.

Sincerely,

Dorothy Burk Collins'
Dep u ry Region al Administrator



Recipients and Simulations

Prof i le  Def in i t ions

2 lligrh Self Care lreeds with Aggressive/Destructive Behavior

J Linited SeIf care Needs but
High Self Care Needs but No

Aggressive/Destructive Behavior
Major Behavior Problens

4 Limited self care Needs 
-allo 

No }Iajor Behavior problems

1 Very l{ igh Self Care
Very Hiqh Self Care
Mf Diag & Obstruct

Heeds with Aggressive/Destructive Behavior
Needs but No Major Behavior problems

Beh regardless of fntensity of Self Care Need.s


